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Dear Fritz: 

As a follow up to the conference call we had last Monday, enclosed are our suggested 
revisions to your June 4, 2001 draft letter to major air pollution sources. In general, we have 
changed the format to first state how the Department is proposing to determine baseline emissions 
and then ask for any other, more reliable, data that may be usehl in making that determination. 
We also suggest removing the discussion on the use of allowable emissions since, unless a source 
was constructed before the major source baseline date and not in operation until after the minor 
‘source baseline date, this is not relevant to the analysis. 

Since you indicated that you are still on track to complete the modeling analysis according 
to our agreed upon schedule ( i e . ,  by January 2,2002 01: within 9 months from the time EPA 
completes its review of the modeling protocol), I would like to take this opportunity to also 
provide comments on the air quality modeling protocol submitted to us on April 2, 2001. This 
letter will then document the comments which we have expressed in numerous calls and meetings 
and complete our review. 

I should add that these comments have been discussed with the management at the EPA 
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards and represent the unified position of the Agency. 

In our review of the State’s proposed modeling protocol EPA identified three areas of 
major concern as discussed below: 

1. One Year of Emissions Data 

would be used in the modeling. The August 7, 1980 PSD regulations indicate that increment 
consumption calculations should generally be based on source activity for the two years 
immediately preceding the date for which increment consumption is being calculated, provided 
that the two year period is representative of “normal” source operation. There is no guarantee 
that the reduced emissions that occurred from some major sources in calendar year 2000 will 

In the States protocol only one year (2000) of actual emissions data from the sources 
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recur in hture years. We have agreed to allow the State to include the Coal Creek reductions in 
the increment modeling on the expectation that, since the control equipment modifications have 
already been installed, these reductions will be permanent (EPA is also requesting written 
verification from the source that this is indeed the case). However, for the other major sources, 
historical emissions data from 1995 through 1998 generally show annual emissions as high or 
higher than calendar year 2000 and there have been no apparent changes in control equipment. 
The higher emissions for these sources in the years prior to 2000 do not support the contention 
that use of a single year (2000) of emissions data would be representative of “normal source 
operation”. For this reason EPA believes that, consistent with the PSD regulations, the final 
increment modeling must be based on the most recent two years of actual emissions data (1999 
and 2000). 

2. Paired Data 

meteorology data for the increment modeling. Since the 1980 PSD regulations were written, 
increment consumption has been calculated based on a single estimate of source emissions for 
each averaging time associated with the PSD increments. These estimates are based on a review 
of historical data on the source’s most recent two years of operation, and where applicable, the 
source’s 2-year average baseline emissions. CEM data has only become available since the mid- 
1990’~~ and a national policy on its possible use in calculating increment consumption has not been 
established. Region 8 believes that for diagnosing increment consumption from PSD sources that 
operate sporadically the use of paired meteorology and emissions data may be a usehl tool. 
However, the use of paired CEM and meteorology data for all of the major emitting sources in a 
refined increment analysis raises a number of technical and policy issues as noted below: 

The second issue is the State’s proposal to pair hourly source emissions data with 

The minimum five-year period of record for meteorology data must be used in the 
modeling (see discussion on meteorology period of record below). However, the resource 
requirements for assembling a five-year concurrent data set limits the practicality of such 
an approach, particularly in an area such as western North Dakota with many major 
sources. For example, a paired data set for a five-year period would require 43,800 
separate emission values to be input into the model for each source with CEM data. A 
related issue is that the five-year period of record that is needed to characterize 
representative meteorological conditions is not consistent with the PSD regulatory 
requirement to use only the most recent two years of source emissions data. 

For sources that were in operation before the baseline date, the net difference between 
baseline emissions and current emissions is calculated to determine increment 
consumption. The complementary relationship between emissions in the two periods 
supports using the same analytical approach for each period. If increment consumption 
for the current year is calculated on a daily or hourly basis, it is not clear how baseline 
emissions would be credited. For example, if a source emitted 100 tons of SO, on January 
1, 1999, would the State credit emissions fiom a corresponding day on January 1, 1977 to 
calculate increment consuming emissions? This does not seem appropriate because the 
differing meteorology on these two days would lead to an apples and oranges comparison 
which could result in either an overestimate or underestimate of increment consumption. 



In addition, there are issues related to the calculation of day-specific emissions. If, for 
example, on January 1, 1977 the source was down for maintenance, the full 100 tons of 
emissions on January 1, 1999 would be considered increment consuming. 

(3) If the above issues were resolved, and a full five years of paired data were used in the 
increment analysis, there remains an important issue related to the PSD increment planning 
process. In increment analysis the goal is to estimate increment concentrations that exist 
today and in the near future. The paired data concept provides the increment 
concentration that existed on specific days in the past but provides no insight into what 
may happen tomorrow if meteorology and emissions are different than the paired values 
that occurred in the historical data set. Thus, EPA believes the State’s proposal is not as 
protective of Class I areas as Congress intended the PSD program to be. The longstanding 
practice to use a single emissions value in increment analyses provides a level confidence 
that, at a given emission rate, PSD increments will not be exceeded in the fiiture for any 
meteorology type that may occur. 

3. One Year of Meteorological Data 
Region 8’s third major concern with the State’s proposal is the use of only one year 

(2000) of meteorology data in the analysis. One year of data is not sufficient to characterize worst 
case meteorological conditions, and is not consistent with the EPA Guideline on Air Quality 
Modeling, which requires five years of representative meteorological data. The need for the full 
five years of data is clearly shown by a review of the State’s original modeling analysis. That 
analysis showed that, when emissions are held constant, the number of 3-hour increment 
violations ranged from 2 in the most favorable year to 9 violations in the worst year. The 24-hour 
average violations ranged from 12 violations in the best year to 22 in the worst year. Obviously, 
when only one year is used there is only a 20 percent probability that the data represents the worst 
case meteorology that will occur in a five-year period.’ 

In addition to the above comments, we are concerned with the lack of information in the 
modeling protocol on source emissions, both baseline and increment consuming, and hope we can 
continue to work together in developing these inventories. Meanwhile, we are proceeding with 
our own analysis according to EPA regulation and guidance. 

If you have any questions on these comments or on the enclosed revisions to your draft 
letter, please contact me at (303) 312-6005. 

Sincerely, 

Richard R. Long, Director 
Air and Radiation Program 

Enclosure 

cc: Jeff Burgess, NDDH 



bcc: Larry Svoboda, 8P-AR 
Megan Williams, 8P-AR 
Kevin Golden, 8P-AR 
Amy Platt, 8P-AR 
Teresa Lukas, 8RC 
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